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1 Summary

This report accompanies the Spanish-language column «No llegar a fin demes» (“Notmaking
it to the end of the month”). Using microdata from INDEC’s Permanent Household Survey
(EPH) between 2011 and the first quarter of 2026, it describes four ways out for a household
whose current income does not cover its usual spending: borrowing and dissaving, working
more, receivinghelp, andconsuming lessorworse. It adds thechange in relativeprices across
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income groups, measured with a quintile-specific price index, and an approximation to the
effect of state transfers on poverty. All results are shown by quintile of per capita household
income and,where useful, by gender and education.

There are six main findings. (i) Borrowing and dissaving moved the most: spending savings
reached 38.4% of households in the first quarter of 2024, and loans from banks and finance
companies rose from 10.1% in 2023 to 14.0% in 2025,with the highest levels in themiddle class
(second and third quintiles). (ii)The labour adjustment happens through the number of jobs,
not hours: multiple jobholding reached 11.5% of workers in 2024 and 2025, while hours did
not rise in any quintile. (iii)TheEPHpanels showno clean added-worker effect in the descrip-
tive evidence. (iv)The coverage of state transfers in the poorest quintile did not change, but
their real value rose: without them, approximate poverty in the first quarter of 2026 would
have been 3.1 points higher, against 1.5 points in 2023. (v)The share of peoplewithout contrib-
utory or private health coverage increased, mostly in the middle and upper-middle classes;
moves fromprivate topublic school rose in2025at theedgeof themarginoferror, andteenage
dropout shows no change. (vi) Since November 2023 the basket of richer households has be-
comemore expensive than that of the poorest; with that index, the real income of themiddle
class recovered less than at both extremes, although the better income capture of the EPH
since 2024 probably overstates the rise for every group. Everything is descriptive; causal iden-
tification is left to thework that follows (last section).

2 Question and framework

“Not making it to the end of the month” describes a gap: the household’s usual spending ex-
ceeds its current income. The gap is closed somehow, because the household keeps consum-
ing. The empirical question is through which channel and for whom. There are four ways
out:

1. Borrowinganddissaving: spendingsavings, borrowing fromrelatives, banksorfinance
companies, buying in instalments or on credit, selling belongings.

2. Working more: more hours in the main job, a second job, or other members entering
the labourmarket (the “addedworker”; Lundberg, 1985; Stephens, 2002). ForArgentina,
Paz (2009) estimates this effectwith theEPH2003–2007, andCiaschi andNeidhöfer (2024)
findwith the EPH 1995–2015 that themale head’s job loss raises the spouse’s labour force
participation and the children’s school dropout.

3. Receiving help: state transfers, food or goods, help from relativeswho live elsewhere.
4. Consuming less or worse: cheaper brands, public instead of private school, public hos-

pitals instead of private health plans, less leisure (McKenzie and Schargrodsky, 2011, for
the 2002 crisis).

Relative prices are not away out but a condition: if what the household buys rises faster than
the general index, the gapwidens even if nominal income keeps upwith official inflation (Ka-
plan and Schulhofer-Wohl, 2017; Jaravel, 2021). In a country where wages and pensions are
adjusted by the average, that difference becomes a loss of purchasing power for the groups
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whose basket risesmore.

A fall in the real wage has income and substitution effects of opposite sign on labour supply;
with a generalised fall only the net effect is observed. Supply rising near the subsistence floor
is what one expects if the income effect dominates (Dessing, 2002). Separating both effects
requireswage variation independent of non-labour income,which is not pursued here.

3 Data and definitions

Microdata sources.Weuse INDEC’s originalmicrodata as published on itswebsite (EPHuser
files: .dta files for 2011Q1–2015Q2 and .txt files from 2016Q2; 58 quarters, 3.09 million individ-
ual records). For 2011–2015 these are the samefileskeptby theEncuestasLATAMproject; from
2016 onwards the variables used are INDEC’s originals, so the results match those obtained
with theharmonisedfiles (verified: theprevious version’s figures are reproduced). Thehouse-
holdfile (strategiesV1–V19) is theoneharmonisedbyEncuestasLATAMfromthe same INDEC
files. INDECdid not publish 2007Q3 or 2015Q3–2016Q1. Microdata for 2026Q2 hadnot been re-
leased at the time ofwriting (4 November 2026).

Quintiles. People are ranked by the per capita income of their household (EPH decile DEC-
CFR, all urban areas) and grouped into five equal-sized groups. In the text, the first quintile is
“the poorest 20%”; the second, the lower-middle class; the third, themiddle class; the fourth,
theupper-middle class; thefifth, “the richest 20%”. Households thatdonot report incomeare
excluded from the quintile breakdowns, not from the total. Quintiles have twice asmany ob-
servationsasdeciles (roughly2,000 to2,800householdsperquarter since2024,more inearlier
years), so changes can be readwith less noise.

Main earner.Thehouseholdmemberwith the highest total individual income; ties go to the
household head. Their gender and education (less than secondary, secondary completed or
some tertiary, tertiary completed) are used to describe households.

Household file. Questions V1 to V19: “in the last three months, have the members of this
household lived on…?”. We use spending savings (V13), loans from relatives or friends (V14),
loans frombanks or finance companies (V15), instalment or credit purchases (V16), selling be-
longings (V17), a state cashbenefit (V5; from the fourth quarter of 2023 split into theuniversal
childallowanceAUH,otherprogrammesandaid fromchurchesorNGOs,mergedbackfor the
series), foodor goods (V6) andhelp fromnon-residents (V7). Totals use the PONDERAweight;
quintiles use PONDIH, theweight that corrects for income non-response.

Individual file. Hours in all jobs, more than one job, wantingmore hours, pension contribu-
tions of employees, health coverage and non-labour income amounts. State cash transfers
are, up to the third quarter of 2023, the “subsidy or social aid” amount; from the fourth, the
sum of AUH and the pregnancy allowance (which includes the Tarjeta Alimentar food card)
and other government programmes.

Panels. TheEPH interviews each dwelling for two consecutive quarters, drops it for two and
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interviews it for two more. This allows the same people to be followed one quarter and one
year later. Records arematched by dwelling, household andmember number, with the same
gender and a compatible age. They are weighted with the first-visit weight, which is not lon-
gitudinal: levels are biased by attrition and response error; changes across years are what is
read.

Prices. FromDecember 2016, national CPI by division up to June 2026, weighted with the ex-
penditure shares by quintile of theNational Household Expenditure Survey (ENGHo) 2017/18.
Each quarter’s income is deflated with the previous month’s prices. Before December 2016
there is no reliable official CPI by division, and a single index is used for all quintiles: from
January 2011 to April 2016, the Cavallo and Bertolotto (2016) series, which splices INDEC’s
Greater Buenos Aires CPI (to 2006), the San Luis CPI (2007) and PriceStats’ online price in-
dex (from December 2007); from April to December 2016, INDEC’s Greater Buenos Aires CPI
(base April 2016). Cross-check: the spliced series gives 37.6% in 2014 and 27.9% in 2015, against
38.0% and 26.9% for the Buenos Aires City CPI (IPCBA); in 2016 it gives 34.4% against 41.0%,
because PriceStats underestimates early 2016 (utility tariffs). Real income levels for 2011–2015
may therefore be overstated by up to about 5% relative to 2017 onwards; they are read as con-
text. The official CPI used in the calculations matches INDEC’s series exactly (datos.gob.ar),
and 2025 inflation comes out at the official 31.5%.

Approximate poverty. Total household income is comparedwith the total basic basket (CBT)
of the household’s region per adult equivalent (average of the quarter’s three months) and
INDEC’s equivalence scale. The regional CBT is INDEC’s from April 2016 to December 2025
(datos.gob.ar; the Greater Buenos Aires series matches INDEC’s file exactly); from January
2026, INDEC’s Greater Buenos Aires CBT times each region’s 2025 ratio to it (stable: the ratios
move less than one point across years); before April 2016, the April 2016 CBT taken backwith
the spliced price index (there is no reliable official CBT for those years). INDECmeasures by
half-year; here quarters are averaged. The approximation tracks the official series closely: be-
tween 2016 and 2025 it is 0.3–0.9 points below (27.9% against 28.2% in the second half of 2025).
The no-transfer counterfactual is used only in this report.

Margin of error. For schooling, measured in the panel with smaller samples, approximate
95% intervals are reported with a design effect of 2 (the EPH is a cluster sample and siblings
sharehouseholds): standarderror= �(p(1−p)/(n/2)). Differences acrossyears are assessedwith
the corresponding z statistic. This is a conservative approximation; INDEC does not publish
replicateweights.

Periods. Comparisons use annual averages of the published quarters (2015 has two and 2016
three; INDEC did not publish 2015Q3–2016Q1) and the latest quarter separately. Figuresmark
December 2023,when the current government took office. Figures for 2011–2015 belong to the
period forwhich INDEC itself advises caution; they are shown as context.
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Figure 1: Borrowing and dissaving. Households that lived on each source in the last three months, by per
capita household income quintile.

4 Borrowing and dissaving

The share of households that lived on their savings went from about a third in 2019 and 2023
to a peak of 38.4% in thefirst quarter of 2024, thehighest since 2003 (the previous peak, 36.7%,
was in the second quarter of 2020). In the first quarter of 2026 it was still 36.2%. Loans from
banks and finance companies rose later: 14.9% in the fourth quarter of 2025 and 14.8% in the
first of 2026, above any quarter up to 2024 (14.0%). The sequence iswhat one expects if savings
are used first and credit afterwards.

Table 1: Borrowing and dissaving by quintile, 2023→ 2025 (% of households)

Indicator Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total

Spent savings 33.1→ 36.8 34.1→ 35.1 35.6→ 38.6 34.0→ 37.4 33.8→ 34.8 32.0→ 34.9

Loans from relatives or friends 23.5→ 27.2 18.2→ 19.2 14.5→ 15.6 9.9→ 12.4 7.3→ 8.6 13.4→ 15.6

Loans from banks or finance companies 9.9→ 15.3 12.9→ 16.2 13.1→ 16.9 10.1→ 15.5 9.4→ 13.1 10.1→ 14.0

Instalment or credit purchases 37.0→ 39.3 45.6→ 44.8 49.9→ 53.4 57.7→ 56.1 66.9→ 63.8 49.7→ 49.9

Sold belongings 14.3→ 15.7 9.2→ 10.6 8.4→ 10.2 5.5→ 7.2 5.0→ 5.5 8.1→ 9.5

Annual averages of published quarters. Quintiles of per capita household income (persons), weighted with
PONDIH; total with PONDERA.

By quintile, spending savings is similar across the distribution. Bank credit, by contrast, is
highest in the middle class: 16.9% of third-quintile households and 16.2% of second-quintile
households in 2025, and 19.9% in the second quintile in the first quarter of 2026. The poorest
borrow from relatives or friends (27.2% in 2025) and sell belongings (15.7%). Instalment and
credit purchases mix routine card use with borrowing; their trend, not their level, is what
matters.
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Table 2: Household strategies by gender and education of the main earner, 2023→ 2025 (% of households)

Indicator Woman Man Low educ. Mid educ. Tertiary

Spent savings 30.6→ 34.1 33.3→ 35.7 28.9→ 33.4 33.2→ 35.5 35.4→ 36.4

Loans from relatives or friends 13.7→ 16.7 13.2→ 14.7 15.3→ 18.8 13.9→ 15.6 9.4→ 10.5

Loans from banks or finance companies 10.0→ 13.8 10.1→ 14.1 10.3→ 13.5 10.2→ 14.7 9.5→ 13.2

Sold belongings 7.9→ 9.6 8.3→ 9.3 8.9→ 10.9 8.3→ 9.3 6.2→ 7.4

Receives a state cash benefit 17.2→ 17.1 14.1→ 13.1 23.8→ 23.3 14.6→ 14.0 3.1→ 3.0

Receives help from relatives or neighbours 8.1→ 10.2 5.8→ 6.6 7.8→ 10.6 7.7→ 8.3 3.8→ 4.3

Main earner: householdmember with the highest total individual income. Low education: less than secondary;
mid: secondary completed or some tertiary; tertiary: tertiary completed.

Households whose main earner is a woman rely more on loans from relatives or friends
(16.7% against 14.7%) and on help from non-residents. Households whose main earner has
little education borrowmore fromrelatives (18.8% against 10.5%with tertiary education) and
increased their use of savings the most between 2023 and 2025 (28.9% to 33.4%). Bank credit
rose evenly across groups.

5 Working more

Figure 2: Working more. Employed people aged 10 or older, by quintile; hours in all jobs.

Multiple jobholding averaged 11.5% of workers in 2024 and 11.5% in 2025, the highest annual
value since 2003; between 2011 and 2015 it never exceeded 8.8% and in 2017 it was 8.7%. It is
higher in therichestquintile (teaching,health, professions) andamongwomen (14.7%against
8.9%), but it grew in every quintile since 2017; between 2023 and 2025 it fell slightly in the first
and second, and in the first quarter of 2026 the total stood at 10.4%.
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Table 3: Work by quintile, 2023→ 2025 (% of workers or hours)

Indicator Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total

Has more than one job 8.2→ 7.7 9.2→ 8.3 9.3→ 9.9 10.7→ 12.1 15.6→ 16.0 10.8→ 11.5

Weekly hours, all jobs 34.2→ 34.1 38.1→ 38.1 39.2→ 38.7 39.8→ 39.6 40.8→ 40.3 38.5→ 38.1

Hours in the second job 11.9→ 11.6 12.9→ 13.3 15.4→ 14.3 14.6→ 14.8 15.3→ 14.4 14.2→ 14.2

Works more than 45 hours 26.9→ 26.8 32.5→ 31.8 32.2→ 30.2 29.9→ 29.0 27.6→ 26.8 30.0→ 28.9

Wants to work more hours 30.3→ 34.3 21.9→ 23.1 17.2→ 17.7 12.1→ 13.9 7.4→ 9.0 17.3→ 19.0

Employee without pension contributions 68.7→ 67.1 46.4→ 45.2 34.4→ 31.8 22.0→ 23.1 14.7→ 15.7 36.3→ 36.7

Employed people. Hours: averageweekly hours; second job: amongmultiple jobholders. Employeeswithout con-
tributions: % of employees.

Hours did not rise in any quintile: average hours in all jobs were 38.5 in 2023 and 38.1 in 2025.
The intensity of the second job did not rise either (14.2 and 14.2 weekly hours amongmultiple
jobholders), and the shareworkingmore than 45hours fell (30.0% to 28.9%). Thedistribution
by hours bands, in the next table, confirms there is no shift towards longer hours in any quin-
tile. What grows is the wish to work more hours: from 17.3% to 19.0% of workers, and from
30.3% to 34.3% in the poorest quintile. Thosewho take a second jobmake up for hours lost in
the first, or the increase is too small tomove the average.

Table 4: Distribution of workers by weekly hours and quintile (%)

Group 1-15 16-34 35-45 46-60 61+

Q1 · 2017 18.2 28.4 23.7 22.3 7.4

Q1 · 2023 19.2 29.6 24.4 20.9 6.1

Q1 · 2025 19.0 29.8 24.4 20.1 6.6

Q2 · 2017 10.3 26.5 28.7 26.8 7.7

Q2 · 2023 11.0 27.6 29.3 25.1 7.1

Q2 · 2025 9.7 28.2 30.7 24.7 6.6

Q3 · 2017 8.5 26.1 33.0 25.2 7.2

Q3 · 2023 8.3 25.5 33.9 25.3 7.0

Q3 · 2025 8.0 26.6 35.1 24.2 6.2

Q4 · 2017 6.0 24.6 38.1 24.2 7.1

Q4 · 2023 5.5 24.8 38.9 24.8 6.0

Q4 · 2025 5.8 25.0 39.7 23.4 6.2

Q5 · 2017 3.9 20.0 45.8 23.8 6.3

Q5 · 2023 3.4 21.0 47.2 22.2 6.0

Q5 · 2025 4.1 22.8 45.3 22.1 5.8

Hours in all jobs. Each row adds up to 100.
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Table 5: Work by gender and education of the worker, 2023→ 2025

Indicator Woman Man Low educ. Mid educ. Tertiary

Has more than one job 14.3→ 14.7 8.1→ 8.9 8.6→ 8.6 8.3→ 8.9 18.5→ 20.0

Weekly hours, all jobs 33.9→ 33.9 42.2→ 41.5 38.3→ 37.9 38.7→ 38.4 38.7→ 38.0

Wants to work more hours 18.8→ 20.7 16.1→ 17.7 22.6→ 25.0 17.1→ 18.5 11.1→ 13.1

Employee without pension contributions 37.9→ 38.4 34.9→ 35.4 56.4→ 58.0 36.1→ 36.5 14.5→ 15.8

Employed people. Low education: less than secondary;mid: secondary completed or some tertiary; tertiary: ter-
tiary completed.

Addedworker.Thelabour forceparticipationoffirst-quintile spouses rose from38.3% in2017
to 47.1% in 2023, following the long-run rise in female participation, and has been flat since
(46.8%in2025); thatof childrendidnotmoveeither. To look insidehouseholdsweuse thepan-
els: among people aged 14–64who are not themain earner andwere inactive,wemeasure the
share who start working or looking for work, by how themain earner’s real income changed
between the two interviews.

Table 6: Inactive members who enter the labour force by change in the main earner’s income (%)

Main earner’s real income Active next quarter Observations Active one year later Observations

Falls more than 10% 16.7 44,553 23.4 41,851

Between −10% and +10% 14.2 25,217 21.7 17,474

Rises more than 10% 17.4 44,047 23.5 34,776

Main earner loses the job 13.5 15,299 15.8 14,770

Peopleaged14–64whoarenot themainearner, inactiveat thefirst interview. Simpleaverageacrossfirst-interview
years: 2017–2025 for the next quarter, 2017–2024 for one year later; total individual income deflated by the CPI.
Descriptive, not causal.

Entry into the labour force is somewhat higherwhen themain earner’s income falls bymore
than 10% (16.7% by the next quarter) than when it is stable (14.2%), but it is just as high when
it rises (17.4%), and lower when the main earner loses the job (13.5%). One year later the pat-
tern is the same (23.4%, 21.7%, 23.5%and 15.8%). Thedescriptive evidence thus showsno clean
added-worker effect: householdswith volatile incomesmove in and out of the labourmarket
more, and themainearner’s job lossmaycoincidewith shocks thathit thewholehousehold (a
family business, a depressed local market). Estimating the effect requires comparing similar
households before the shock, which is the design of the academicwork that follows.

6 Receiving help
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Figure 3: Receiving help. Households receiving a state cash benefit; real amount per recipient household;
poverty (own approximation and INDEC’s official figure).

Table 7: Help from the state and other households by quintile, 2023→ 2025

Indicator Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total

Receives a state cash benefit 45.2→ 44.6 20.1→ 17.6 7.4→ 8.4 3.2→ 2.0 0.9→ 0.9 15.6→ 15.0

Receives food or goods (state, churches, schools) 19.5→ 19.7 8.1→ 8.7 4.4→ 4.3 1.8→ 1.3 0.6→ 0.2 6.6→ 7.0

Receives help from relatives or neighbours 11.1→ 12.7 7.7→ 9.3 7.3→ 7.2 5.1→ 5.6 1.9→ 2.4 6.9→ 8.3

A member receives a state transfer 45.1→ 44.6 20.1→ 17.5 7.4→ 8.3 3.2→ 2.0 0.9→ 0.8 15.3→ 14.5

Real transfer per recipient household (thousand $ of Q1 2026) 235→ 292 196→ 228 – – – 214→ 268

Transfers / household income 14.5→ 16.1 2.7→ 2.5 0.7→ 0.8 0.2→ 0.1 0.0→ 0.1 3.6→ 3.9

V5–V7: % of households that report receiving income from that source in the last three months. Cash transfers
reported bymembers: up to 2023Q3 the ‘subsidy or social aid’ amount; from 2023Q4, AUH/pregnancy allowance
(includes Tarjeta Alimentar) plus other state programmes. Amounts in pesos of Q1 2026, deflated by the quintile
basket; ‘–’: fewer than 300 recipient households per quarter.

In thefirstquintile, the shareofhouseholds livingpartlyona state cashbenefit ishighandsta-
ble (45.2% in 2023 and 44.6% in 2025); AUHalone reaches 42.0%. What changed is the amount.
The real transfer per recipient household was 24.1% higher in 2025 than in 2023 in the first
quintile, andwent from 14.5% to 16.1% of total household income. The quarterly series shows
a fall in late 2023 and early 2024, as inflation accelerated, a strong rise during 2024 and a grad-
ual decline in 2025: in the first quarter of 2026 the real amount was still 18.1% above the third
quarter of 2023. The 2020 peak corresponds to the Emergency Family Income (IFE; smoothed
by themoving average in the figure).

Foodandgoods fromthestate, churchesorschoolsbecamecommonduringthepandemicand
didnot returnto theearlier level (7.3%offirst-quintilehouseholds in2019, 19.7% in2025). Help
from relatives or neighbours rose from 6.9% to 8.3% of households.
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Table 8: Poverty among people with and without state cash transfers (%)

Half-year INDEC official Own approximation Without state transfers Difference (points)

2017 H1 28.6 27.7 29.5 1.8

2017 H2 25.7 25.0 26.4 1.4

2018 H1 27.3 26.6 28.2 1.6

2018 H2 32.0 31.1 32.3 1.3

2019 H1 35.4 34.6 36.1 1.5

2019 H2 35.5 35.1 36.2 1.1

2020 H1 40.9 40.1 42.9 2.8

2020 H2 42.0 41.1 45.6 4.5

2021 H1 40.6 39.9 41.4 1.5

2021 H2 37.3 36.6 38.5 1.9

2022 H1 36.5 35.6 38.0 2.5

2022 H2 39.2 38.9 40.7 1.8

2023 H1 40.1 39.5 41.1 1.7

2023 H2 41.7 41.4 42.8 1.3

2024 H1 52.9 52.5 53.1 0.6

2024 H2 38.1 37.6 39.4 1.9

2025 H1 31.6 31.1 33.2 2.1

2025 H2 28.2 27.9 30.4 2.5

2026 H1 32.3 29.3 32.4 3.1

Approximation: total household income against theGreater BuenosAires basic basket per adult equivalent (quar-
terly average), for all regions. Mechanical counterfactual: the reported amount of state transfers is subtracted,
with no behavioural response. The last half-year of the approximation only has Q1. Official: INDEC poverty re-
ports.

According to INDEC, poverty among people went from 41.7% in the second half of 2023 to
52.9% in the first half of 2024, fell to 28.2% in the second half of 2025 and rose to 32.3% in the
first half of 2026. The own approximation follows that path. Themechanical counterfactual,
which subtracts state cash transfers from household income with no behavioural response,
implies that without them poverty would have been 1.5 points higher in 2023, 2.3 points in
2025 and 3.1 points in the first quarter of 2026; since 2024, almost all of the difference is due to
AUH. Transfers therefore underpin themeasured poverty level: part of the improvement of
the poorest households lies in them rather than in the labourmarket.

7 Consuming less or worse

TheEPHdoesnotmeasure consumption, but it shows two important items: schooling, follow-
ing the same people for a year, and health coverage.
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Figure 4: Consuming less or worse. Health coverage by quintile (cross-section) and school (the same people
one year later; country total with its margin of error).

Table 9: School in the one-year panel (%)

Indicator 2017 2018 2019 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Private to public within a year · Total 22.4 21.2 17.5 23.7 18.7 17.8 17.7 20.4

Private to public within a year · Woman 23.2 22.1 17.3 22.5 19.1 18.8 20.0 21.3

Private to public within a year · Man 21.5 20.2 17.6 24.7 18.3 16.7 15.4 19.5

Pupils in private school · Total 29.2 29.3 31.5 27.2 30.2 28.4 27.8 27.2

Pupils in private school · Woman 30.9 30.0 34.2 27.0 30.3 29.7 27.0 28.0

Pupils in private school · Man 27.5 28.6 28.9 27.4 30.0 27.2 28.6 26.5

Leave school, ages 13–16 · Total 5.2 5.1 3.1 3.1 2.6 2.7 3.3 3.2

Leave school, ages 13–16 · Woman 4.0 4.4 2.6 2.8 2.0 2.1 2.4 3.5

Leave school, ages 13–16 · Man 6.4 5.8 3.7 3.3 3.1 3.3 4.1 2.9

Same people four quarters apart; year = second visit. Pupils aged 5–17 attending at both visits; dropout: ages 13–16
attending at the first visit. First-visit weight (not longitudinal): read changes across years rather than levels. By
the pupil’s gender. 95%margin of error in 2025 (design effect 2): ±2.1 points for the total in private→ public and
±0.7 for dropout; about 1.4 times larger by gender.

School. The share of private-school pupils who moved to a public school within a year was
20.4% in 2025 (2,831 private-school pupils at the first visit), against an average of 18.1% in 2022–
2024. The difference is at the edge of statistical significance (z = 1.9; margin of error of the
2025 figure: ±2.1 points). It is not a historical high: the peak was 23.7% in 2021. There is no
difference by gender (z = 0.9). One-year dropout among teenagers aged 13–16was 3.2% in 2025
(4,526 teenagers), against 2.8%in2022–2024 (z=0.8): there isno increase.Thepreviousversion
of this report highlighted a rise in the first quintile; with 1,638 teenagers in that quintile in
2025 the error exceeds one point and year-to-year jumps cannot be told apart fromnoise, so it
is no longer reported. The break in the series between 2018 and 2019 has no clear explanation
in the data and is readwith caution. 2026 (only pairs whose second visit is the first quarter) is
not used: the first quarter coincideswith the change of school year.
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Table 10: Health coverage by quintile, Q1 2023→ Q1 2026 (% of people)

Indicator Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Total

No contributory or private health coverage 63.2→ 63.2 29.0→ 36.8 19.5→ 20.5 9.4→ 12.8 4.3→ 5.2 32.0→ 34.1

Contributory health insurance 32.1→ 31.9 65.5→ 60.4 75.5→ 74.1 84.8→ 81.3 83.4→ 78.8 61.5→ 59.6

Private or mutual health plan 2.8→ 1.4 5.1→ 1.9 5.1→ 6.3 8.2→ 7.5 17.5→ 19.8 7.1→ 6.3

Cross-section. Categories overlap (some people have both).

Health. With annual averages, the share of people without contributory or private health
coverage went from 31.7% in 2023 to 32.7% in 2025, and was 34.1% in the first quarter of 2026
(32.0%in thesamequarterof 2023). Theannual rise is concentrated in the thirdquintile (18.3%
to 20.2%) and the fourth (9.0% to 11.1%); in the second, the first-quarter comparison shows a
larger jump (29.0% to 36.8%) than the annual average (32.1% to 33.1%), and private plans also
fell there (4.9% to 2.9%). This is consistent with less registered employment and with higher
private-plan fees after their deregulation in December 2023, but the data cannot separate the
two. In the panel, the “private plan” category is often reclassified as “contributory insurance”
because of response error; the cross-section is used instead.

Other consumption.TheEPHdoes not ask about food, brands, services or leisure. Switching
to cheaper brands, wholesalers or smaller packages appears in consumer-goods market data
and in the crisis literature (McKenzie and Schargrodsky, 2011; Jaimovich, Rebelo andWong,
2019); this report has no figures of its own on that. Private sources point the sameway: mass
consumption fell 2.9% in the first half of 2026 and its index is 17.1% below January 2023 (Scen-
tia); in the fourth quarter of 2025 purchase frequency fell 8.2% and volume 4.7%, with value
brands as a refuge (Worldpanel by Numerator); beef consumption is 47.3 kg per person per
year, against 69.4 in 2008 (CICCRA). Onlinemass-consumption sales grow fast (41.0% year on
year in June 2026, Scentia), but according to the Argentine E-commerce Chamber they reach
about 10% of sales inmost firms, so they do not offset the fallmeasured in physical channels.

8 Relative prices

The official CPI uses 2004/05 expenditure weights. To measure how much the cost of each
group’s basket changed, a Laspeyres index by quintile is built with the ENGHo 2017/18 shares
and the CPI by division.

Table 11: Inflation by division and weight in each quintile’s basket (%)

Division Inflation Nov-23 to 06-26 Weight Q1 Weight Q3 Weight Q5

Food and beverages 293 34.5 25.4 15.7

Housing and utilities 602 14.2 14.6 14.6

Transport 383 10.4 13.2 15.6

Health 334 4.2 6.1 8.0
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Division Inflation Nov-23 to 06-26 Weight Q1 Weight Q3 Weight Q5

Education 443 1.6 3.1 3.8

Communications 427 5.0 5.7 4.6

Restaurants and hotels 355 4.4 5.9 8.2

National CPI by division (INDEC); weights: expenditure shares by quintile, ENGHo 2017/18. Selected divisions.

Between November 2023 and June 2026 the first-quintile basket rose 322% and the fifth-
quintile basket 337% (official CPI: 320%). The difference comes from composition: food
(293%) weighs 34.5% in first-quintile spending and 15.7% in fifth-quintile spending, and the
largest increaseswere in housing and utilities (602%), education (443%) and communications
(427%). Housing weighs about the same in every quintile: the gap comes mostly from the
smaller weight of food at the top. Since wages and pensions are adjusted, at best, by the
general CPI, a rise equal to official inflation does not compensate households whose basket
rises more. External cross-check: using the ENGHo 2017/18 basket, CP Consultora estimated
inflation 12.2 points above the official figure betweenNovember 2023 and June 2025 (Letra P);
this report’s index, for all households, gives a gap of the same order.

9 Real income by quintile

Table 12: Real per capita household income by quintile (2023 = 100)

Group 2017 2019 2024 2025 Q1 2026 (vs Q1 2023) 2025, official CPI

Q1 126.0 104.9 90.3 113.8 109.5 114.4

Q2 128.3 109.6 89.5 109.7 104.5 111.4

Q3 127.7 110.9 89.9 109.8 103.1 111.9

Q4 127.2 111.4 90.8 109.9 106.3 112.3

Q5 122.2 110.3 94.5 110.9 107.4 114.1

Total 124.9 110.3 92.3 110.5 106.3 113.1

Mean per capita household income of people in each quintile, deflated by the quintile’s own basket (last column:
official CPI). Quintiles are recomputed each quarter.

With its own quintile basket, real per capita household income in 2025was 13.8%higher than
in 2023 in the first quintile, 10.9% in the fifth and between 9.7% and 9.9% in the three middle
quintiles. In the first quarter of 2026, against the samequarter of 2023: first quintile 9.5%, sec-
ond 4.5%, third 3.1%, fourth 6.3% and fifth 7.4%. Comparedwith 2017 every quintile is still be-
low, themiddle ones themost (14.6% the second, 14.0% the third and 13.6% the fourth, against
9.7% the first and 9.2% the fifth). The profile is U-shaped: the extremes recovered more than
the middle. In the first quintile, the rise in the real value of transfers accounts for about 3.5
points of the 2023–2025 improvement (2023 transfer share of income times the real change
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Figure 5: Relative prices and real income by quintile.

in the amount per recipient household, with stable coverage). With the official CPI, every
group’s recovery looks somewhat larger.

Income capture. The rise in real incomemeasured by the EPH since 2024 exceeds that in ad-
ministrative records. In the fourth quarter of 2025, the wage of registered employees in the
EPH rose 42.7% year on year, against 32.0% in SIPA, 37.0% in RIPTE, 30.0% in INDEC’s wage
index and inflation of 31.5% (Equilibra, as reported by Infobae). CEDLAS estimates that, cor-
recting for under-reporting by source, the timing mismatch between incomes and baskets,
and the Engel coefficient from ENGHo 2017/18, poverty would have fallen by about 2.0 points
between the second half of 2023 and the first half of 2025, not ten. The most cited explana-
tion is that under very high inflation respondents under-report their incomemore, and that
disinflation reversed this bias. For this report, the consequence is that real income levels for
2024–2026areprobablyoverstatedrelative to2023 ineveryquintile. If thebias is similaracross
quintiles, as Equilibra suggests (“it is everyone”), the ranking between groups — the result
thatmatters here—does not change; there is no published evidence by quintile to check this.

Informality. The government attributes the real wage recovery to informal workers. In the
EPH, real income from the main job (P21, deflated by the official CPI) rose between 2023 and
2025 by 24.3% among unregistered employees, 29.4% among the self-employed and 12.7%
among registered employees; against 2017, all three groups are still below (6.8%, 7.9% and
12.9%). The levelsmatch those published by INDEC for the first quarter of 2026 (mean income
of $727,000 and $1,372,000 for unregistered and registered employees, against INDEC’s
$731,000 and $1,375,000; unregistered share of employees: 37.9%, against 37.9%). INDEC’s
unregisteredwage index, which shows a real rise of 84.0% sinceNovember 2023 according to
Tiempo Argentino, faces three criticisms: it is built from the same EPH and reflects incomes
about 6 months earlier, so it compares periods with different inflation (Pastrana, C-P); it
inherits the survey’s improved income capture, which for non-employees shows 70.0% year
on year at the end of 2025 (Equilibra); and it is inconsistent with other employment and
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consumption indicators (Maito, CETyD-UNSAM; Campos, CTA Autónoma). On the admin-
istrative side, registered wage employment fell by 205,000 jobs between November 2023 and
July 2025 (IIEP-EDIL, UBA). The robust part is that informal income recovered more than
formal income relative to 2023, froma very lowfloor, is still about half of it (48%of registered
pay in 2025) and has not returned to its 2017 level.

Why 2017. 2023 is a low base (triple-digit inflation and income under-reporting). 2017 is the
last year with inflation of the current order before the 2018 crisis, and it is the purchasing-
power reference families have. Under high inflation, prices lose informational content and
real comparisons become hard (Heymann and Leijonhufvud, 1995); disinflationmakes them
possible again. This is a hypothesis consistent with the ‘nominal memory’ Equilibra uses to
explain 2023 under-reporting, not a result of this report.

Limits of the quintile index. ENGHo quintiles are of households and EPHquintiles of people:
thematch is approximate. The indexuses afixedbasket,withno substitution, so it is anupper
bound on the difference between groups. The published ENGHo does not cross quintile with
region, and regionmatters because utility tariffs rosemore in the Buenos Airesmetropolitan
area.

10 Synthesis: the four channels

Thechannels do not all push in the same direction, and that is why the pressure concentrates
on themiddle class.

• Receiving help is progressive: state transfers are 16.1% of first-quintile income and al-
most nothing above the second; their real value rose (24.1% per first-quintile recipient
household, 2025 against 2023).

• Relative prices go the other way: the basket became more expensive the higher the in-
come (322% in the first quintile, 332% in the third and 337% in the fifth, against 320% for
the official CPI).

• Real income, deflated by each group’s own basket, combines both and is U-shaped: the
extremes recoveredmore than themiddle. It is not that the rich did best: the first quin-
tile rosemost, the fifth followed, and the second and third rose least.

• Borrowinganddissaving: dissavingwaseven; bankcreditpeaks in the secondand third
quintiles; at the bottom, help from relatives and selling belongings.

• Working more: more jobs, not more hours; multiple jobholding kept rising after 2023
only in the third and fourth quintiles; unmet demand for hours growsmostly at the bot-
tom. No clear added-worker effect.

• Consumingworse: the lossofhealth coverage concentrates in the thirdand fourthquin-
tiles; schooling gives aweak signal.

The conclusion that themiddle class bears the strongest pressure does not come froma single
channel but from their combination: it does not receive the help that protects the bottom, it
facesbasket inflationalmostashighasthetopwithoutthetop’scushion,andso itsreal income
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recovered least; and the strategies that depend on the household itself — bank credit, loss of
health coverage, a second job— concentrate there. None of this shows up in the poverty rate,
whichmeasures the distance to a line, not the cost of staying above it.

11 Next steps

1. Addedworker and dropout with Latin American panels since 2003. Extend the design
of Ciaschi and Neidhöfer (2024), which ends in 2015 and uses only Argentina and male
heads: every countrywith a panel, amain earner of either gender, their own labour sup-
ply and that of the othermembers, and household strategies as outcomes.

2. Continuous erosion of the real wage. Continuous treatment: the change in the real
wage of themain earner’s industry (registered employees’ pay by industry andprovince,
deflatedby thequintile index) betweenpanel visits; difference-in-differenceswith a con-
tinuous treatment (Callaway, Goodman-Bacon and Sant’Anna, 2024) and threshold esti-
mation (Hansen, 2000).

3. Transfers and poverty. Reproduce the official half-yearly measurement and separate
the contributions of AUH, other programmes and pensions; contrast EPH incomeswith
administrative records by quintile.

4. Consumption.Match the EPHwith the ENGHo as a compositional counterfactual.
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